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GERMANY ? We must make 
up our minds! 


The purpose of this brief pamphlet is to draw the attention 
of all who read it to the grave issues for the future both of 
Europe and the world which are involved in present Allied policies 
towards Germany and to submit with all possible emphasis that 
the British people must make up their minds—and make up their 
minds quickly—as to what it is they want to do about Germany, 
if they wish to consolidate the peace and to build a tolerable 
world for themselves and their children. 


It is salutary to remember at this moment that the second 
world war—like its predecessor—began in Europe. Not simply, 
of course, in the sense that the first shot was fired in Europe, 
but in the deeper sense that it was in the disorder of post-Great 
War Europe that militant German nationalism was recreated in 
the shape of Nazism and that the foundations of an almost in- 
evitable second world conflict were laid. 


The Hitlerite revolution certainly owed something to the 
German character and to the facts of: German history, but its 
impulses and opportunities came from the failures of the Jast 
peace-making—a peace-making which failed, not because it was 
lenient or over generous, but because it was largely zrrelevant— 
irrelevant to the root problems which were disturbing Europe and 
the world in the aftermath of the war. 


The peace-makers failed to grasp that without economic inte- 
gration, political self-determination, which was the current recipe 
for the peace, was, as Mr. Harold Butler once put it, “a suicidal 
formula.” They mistook symptoms for causes. They talked 
endlessly about territorial claims, frontier issues, armament pro- 
grammes and the like and didn’t realise, until it was too late, 
that the roots of the trouble were to be found in declining stand- 
ards of life, in the insecurity for themselves and their children 
which darkened the outlook for masses of ordinary people in 
Central and South East Europe and elsewhere. The result was 
that they failed to arrest the wave of mass unemployment and 
misery which swept over Europe and not least over Germany, 
creating in turn a widespread frustration, a spiritual vacuum into 
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which came the new ideologies “ offering men a faith, however 
irrational, and a sense of purpose, however destructive.” To quote 
Middleton Murry, ‘“ Despair gave the impulse to the search for 
order by violence,” which produced Hitlerism and precipitated 
war. 


It is only necessary to recall the situation twenty odd years 
ago to see at once a striking and ominous parallel with the situa- 
tion to-day. Because if it is true that the second world war 
began in Europe, it seems no less likely from present signs 
and portents that, if we allow it to occur, the third and maybe 
last world war will begin, in the same ultimate sense, in 
Europe, too. And once again the core of the problem is Germany, 
not only because the fate of Europe is inseparably bound up with 
the fate of Germany, but because our treatment of Germany pro- 
vides the first and therefore the crucial test of our capacity to 
win the peace—to meet the fundamental challenge of the atom 
bomb, to substitute mutual concern for self-interested indifference 
to the fate of others, to save ourselves in unity or destroy ourselves 
in conflict. And the question is crucial, too, because we cannot 
make effective tomorrow a system of world co-operation on the 
San Francisco or any other model and build a fairer world of 
peace and plenty if we are to consign millions of people in Europe 
—and, indeed, in Asia—to starvation, destitution and soul-destroy- 
ing hopelessness to-day. | 


The general political aims of the Allies towards Germany 
are unexceptionable enough. They were confirmed in the Potsdam 
Conference as “‘ the complete elimination of Nazism and militarism 
and the eventual reconstruction of German political life on a 
democratic basis and the eventual peaceful co-operation of 
Germany in international life.” But we are allowing things to 
happen in the human situation in Germany and are committing 
ourselves to territorial and economic policies towards her, which 
cannot be harmonised with our declared political objectives, which 
incidentally conflict with each other and which must immeasurably 
increase the difficulty of reaching a solid reconciliation with the 
mass of the German people which is implicit in our political aims 
and essential to their realisation. 


What is the situation? By the agreements of the Crimea and 
Potsdam Conferences and by a whole series of accomplished facts, 
we are virtually committed to a territorial settlement on 
Germany’s Eastern side (not to mention the West) which will 
deprive her of all her territories east of the River Oder—that is 
to say, of one quarter of her arable lands and one fifth of her 
total area and will reduce her in size to little larger than that 
of Great Britain. Under this proposed settlement millions of 
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Germans who have inhabited these Eastern lands for centuries 
are to be expelled—many thousands of them have already been 
expelled under conditions of great hardship and ruthlessness— 
into an area not much bigger than our own country where sixty 
million people will have to live. 


This may or may not be legitimate policy in itself. The 
deportations consequent upon it should certainly be suspended 
during the winter and every possible aid brought to those in 
desperate plight who have already been uprooted. But the 
point is that the new, restricted, Germany can only sustain 
this dense population by a high degree of industrialisation and 
that is precisely what the Potsdam declaration in its economic 
clauses forbids. Germany is to be de-industrialised, in fact, chiefly 
by the wholesale removal of industrial equipment, though it might 
have been thought as the 7zmes special Berlin correspondent said 
(August 6th, 1945) that the task had already been largely achieved 
by the Allied air forces, and though the expert who’ supervised 
the Ruhr survey has said that “there is nota piece of machinery 
available for reparations in Western Germany if the country is 
to have the minimum of peace existence.’ 


We are obliged to ask, in fact, whether what the authors of 
the Potsdam declaration were iter. was not the maintenance of 
‘““a minimum peace existence” for the Germans—because in that 
case the de-industrialisation plan could not be carried out—but 
a fundamental change in the whole economic structure of 
Germany? It is true that the Potsdam declaration envisages peace- 
ful domestic industries for Germany but it is added that “ pro- 
ductive capacity not needed for permitted production shall be 
removed in accordance with the reparations plan or if not removed 
shall be destroyed.” In other words, if war and reparations have 
not completed the destruction it is to be left to the de-industrial- 
isation policy to finish it off. In that case it will be found: that 
the German living standard will not be reduced simply as intended 
“to the average of the standards of living of European countries, 
excluding the United Kingdom and the U.S.S.R.” For millions 
of Germans there will be no living standard at all. 


If the British people are ready to confirm and maintain this 
policy they must be prepared to meet its consequences. For power 
politics cannot be localised, nor can the limiting of the application 
of the principles of the Atlantic Charter. If power politics are 
to be pursued towards Germany, they will be pursued elsewhere. 
If Germany is to be excluded from the provisions of the Atlantic 
Charter it will be found ultimately that those provisions are every- 
where nullified. The atom bomb has created a world-wide 
demand for an adequate international authority. But such an 
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authority must be founded on justice to all nations if humanity 
is to survive. We must not delude ourselves into thinking that 
we can pursue this sort of policy towards Germany and educate 
her for freedom and democratic equality at the same time. This 
policy maintained will, in fact, put an end to the hope of ultimate 
German reconciliation which is vital to peace. It will make im- 
mensely more difficult the task of those in Germany—including 
the leaders of the churches—who know that an act of self-puri- 
fication is required from Germany but who also know that such 
an act may be made impossible if the victor nations display the 
Hitlerian spirit themselves. ‘That the Nazis have already suc- 
ceeded to some extent in infecting their victors is shown by the 
use of the atom bomb and by the treatment which has been 
meted out to the displaced Germans from the appropriated 
Eastern lands. If the process goes on, let us be sure, the seed 
will be lost even before. it is won. 


Those who’ belong to Christian nations and accept a Christian 
obligation have to look at this problem from the standpoint of 
their responsibility for the Germans as fellow human beings, as 
children of the one Father. “If thine enemy hunger, feed him.” 
But if we cannot look at it that way, let us at least look at it 
from the standpoint of European and world recovery. ‘“‘ The 
crucial and inescapable fact,” said a recent article in the Banker, 
“is that an industrially productive Germany is essential to the 
material prosperity of the rest of Europe. If Germany is to be 
converted into a primitive and third-rate industrial nation, it is 
the population of Europe who will foot the bill. It is the 
European living standard from which the sacrifices will be 
demanded.” 


But to allow Germany to become a slum in the heart of 
Europe will not only imperil European prosperity in the long run. 
If we eliminate her productive power now or reduce it drastic- 
ally at the behest of short-sighted and self-interested policies we 
shall unnecessarily delay even the immediate economic recovery 
of all her neighbours. As a special correspondent of the Observer 
pointed out (November 11th, 1945) if the productive power of 
the Germans in the Western Zones alone was properly used, within 
a fairly short time Germany could provide reparation goods valued 
at £1,000 million annually for the reconstruction of Europe. 
Such a flow of goods could not only repair all industrial damage 
outside Germany but could also lay the foundation for a degree 
of material prosperity for the peoples of Europe such as they 
have never known before. 


No one will quarrel with the determination of the Allies to 
destroy Germany’s military strength and to remove—as far as 
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may be—any threat of renewed German aggression. This is ad- 
mittedly a cardinal purpose of the de-industrialisation policy. 
But if that purpose is to be achieved a way has to be found 
of depriving Germany of aggressive power which does not 
at the same time destroy the foundations of civilised life on 
the European continent, because in that destruction all safe- 
guards for security and peace must disappear. By our present 
policy, as the Observer went on to say, we are not only deliber- 
ately killing the goose that might lay the golden egg. By the 
depredation of Germany and the destruction of her productive 
capacity, we are imperilling the economic future of her neighbours 
and creating a far greater threat to their security, not only in 
the poverty and wretchedness of Germany itself but in depressed 
economic standards over Europe as a whole. 


That is why this pamphlet asserts that the European nations, 
and particularly the British people since this argument is addressed 
to them, must make up their minds, must choose what they want 
of and for Germany. The choice is not the unenviable one be- 
tween on the one hand delaying their own recovery and on the 
other taking a chance of a renewed German agression. There 
is a constructive way out of the dilemma if we are prepared to 
take it. We have, in fact, an opportunity now which will not 
last for ever and which will certainly not recur, for the Allies 
at this moment have the fate of Germany in their hands. They 
have an opportunity not only of achieving a radical transforma- 
tion of Germany’s social and political structure in such a way 
as to avoid a nationalistic reaction in Germany itself but at the 
same time of laying the foundations of a co-operative and unified 
Europe. And that is by visualising the German question in the 
setting of the general European problem, by merging German 
and European reconstruction—by choosing those solutions of the 
German economic and industrial problem which can be made part 
of a general European plan. 


For there can be no real peace or assured prosperity for 
Europe till there has been created what General Smuts once called 
‘“‘a European co-operative society,’ a Europe which has learnt 
not as a matter of sentimentalism but as a condition of survival 
how to pool its resources, co-ordinate its economies and unify its 
essential services—a co-operative society which by the facts of 
economics and geography must contain Germany. The British 
Government has now the imperative responsibility of presenting 
and commending to its chief allies and to the world an amended 
policy which would substitute for the present spoliation of German 
economic and industrial resources, a controlled reorganisation and 
use of these resources not only to avert an impending tragedy 
in Germany itself but also to make possible the recovery and 
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planned development of Europe as a whole. The appeal to the 
Americans, as The Economist has said (November 3rd, 1945) is 
“to revise their picture of the European crisis, to see in it a 
challenge fully as urgent as the war itself and to pour into Europe 
credits, materials and technical assistance, as unstintingly as for 
a major military campaign” and “to the Russians ... . to check 
the stripping, to moderate their demand for reparations in the 
shape of European plant and equipment.” 


The obligation on ourselves is to renounce our share of 
industrial reparation from Germany and to insist that the total 
demands of the Allies in this respect are correspondingly reduced. 
Whatever else is needed, this amendment of policy where 
Germany is concerned, is vital if the peace is to be saved. 
And there is no time to lose. 


IF YOU AGREE 
PLEASE 


os 


(1) Write at once to your Member of Parliament urging a 
revision of Allied policy towards Germany in the directions 
urged by this pamphlet. 


(2) Write to your local paper calling attention to the vital 
issues raised by the pamphlet* and, if you choose, to the 
pamphlet itself. 


(3) Take copies of the pamphlet for distribution to your friends 
and aquaintances and especially to influential local persons 
in your neighbourhood. 


(4) Bring the pamphlet to the notice of any local organisa- 
tions—Church, Trade Union, Women’s Guild, Discussion 
Group, Political Party, etc-—with which you are associated. 


(5) Send a financial contribution to the N.P.C. to assist the 
wider distribution of the pamphlet and the more effective 
propagation of its case. 


* These are more fully discussed in Germany—And Europe’s Future, by 
Mosa Anderson, which the National Peace Council will publish shortly 
at 4d. per copy, post free. 
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